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SUMMARY

The Telesis balanced approach to the issues raised in

this proceeding best protects the interests of current spectrum

users and new service providers.

Telesis supports the use of the 1850-1990 MHz bands

for new services, but other bands should also be considered.

The common carrier 2 GHz bands should be held in reserve. New

rules are needed for the proposed relocation bands (4, 6 and 11

GHz) and for the bands targeted for new services.

The Telesis transition plan creates the right

economic incentives, protects current users, enables new

service providers to obtain spectrum, and discourages

speculation. Under this plan, the new service provider must

cover all costs to the current users of accommodating the new

service (such as costs of methods to facilitate spectrum

sharing or costs of relocation to other bands or other media).

This plan is in the public interest and should be adopted.
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Pacific Telesis Group ("Telesis") has studied the

comments filed by over 150 parties with an interest in the

Commission's spectrum reallocation proposals. These parties

express many disparate points of view, ranging from demands

that spectrum be rapidly made available at no cost to the new

service provider to claims that the vital tasks performed by

existing point-to-point microwave facilities require these

facilities to remain unchanged. We believe that the

suggestions made in our opening Comments provide the best

balance between the interests of current users and new service

providers, particularly our proposal that current users be

required to accommodate the needs of new service providers if

all their costs of accommodation are covered. Our suggestions

best meet the concerns which commenters have expressed about

the Commission's proposal, as we explain below.



I. THE TELESIS BALANCED APPROACH PROTECTS CURRENT USERS AND
ENABLES NEW SERVICE PROVIDERS TO OBTAIN SPECTRUM

The comments of some equipment vendors and potential

new service providers ignore the rights and needs of current

users, and the public interest of their customers. For

example, AT&T's radical proposal (that a lottery be held and

that all current licenses expire in 3 to 5 years) provides no

protection for current users. Since the lottery process cannot

possibly be completed by 1995, those who win the lotteries will

simply wait and take over the spectrum, without paying anything

to the current users. In an even more extreme filing, IEEE

Local Area Network Standards Committee ("IEEE Committee")

recommends that a large portion of spectrum be completely

cleared, without any payment to existing users, over a two-year

period. The IEEE Committee shows a complete disregard for the

needs of current users and the vital services they provide.

On the other hand, some current users do not agree

that the targeted spectrum is needed for new services. The

comments of Central Power and Light Company ("Central Power")

are typical; it suggests that other spectrum be found for new

services, to avoid any disruption or interference to current

users in the 1850-2200 bands. Central Power Comments at 2.

The Telesis approach is balanced and protects the

interests of both groups. New services can readily be provided

under the Telesis proposal, because the current users are

required to accommodate the needs of the new service providers,
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either by making changes to their current use (such as the

changes which Telesis Technologies Laboratory has found will

promote sharing, as explained in our Comments at 8-11) or by

relocating to different spectrum or a different medium. At the

same time, the rights of current users and the vital services

they provide to their customers are fully protected, because

all costs of accommodating the new service providers must be

covered.

Several commenters supported approaches which are

similar to ours. First, there was widespread agreement among

current users, even those who opposed the Commission's entire

concept, that full compensation should be paid to anyone forced

to relocate. See,~, the following Comments: Central Power

at 3; American Petroleum Institute at 31; Telephone and Data

Systems at 8; USTA at 4-5. Others also supported compensation

for current users; for example, Rolm stated that, when it is

necessary to migrate fixed services, the PCS beneficiaries

should be responsible for reimbursing the incumbents for their

incurred costs (Ro1m Comments at 19), and Cylink stated "the

cost of relocation would be borne, of course, by the PCS

licensee(s) that benefits from the relocation." (Cylink

Comments at 5).

Second, several parties embraced the concept of a

relocation plan, which the current user would have to accept

before being required to move. See the Comments of Utilities
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Telecommunications Council ("UTC") at 77-79; Arneritech Comments

at 11.

Third, many emphasized that adequate notice must be

given before anyone could be forced to relocate. This, of

course, is inherent in the Telesis proposal, since the

relocation plan would necessarily include a timetable for

moving. See the Comments of National Telecommunications and

Information Administration ("NTIA") at 16, Arneritech at 11,

United Telephone Companies at 6-7, and Rolm at 17-18.

Finally, several parties, including Central Power (at

3) and U S West (at 12-13), recommended that disputes should be

submitted to arbitration.

II. THE 1850-1990 SPECTRUM BANDS SHOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE FOR
NEW SERVICES, BUT OTHER BANDS SHOULD ALSO BE STUDIED

Use of the 1850-1990 MHz spectrum bands for new

services was widely supported. Several parties (for example,

McCaw at 18-19, Telesciences at 5-9, 14-18, and Telocator at

13) agreed with the Telesis suggestion that the common carrier

bands (2100-2200 MHz) are not as suitable for relocation as the

other bands, and should be held in reserve at this time. The

1850-1990 MHz bands appear to provide sufficient capacity for

the proposed new services, and adjacent government spectrum may

become available. Therefore, the common carrier bands--which

are being more efficiently used than the 1850-1990 MHz

bands--shou1d be held in reserve.

-4-



A. Common Carrier Bands Should Not Be Used For Satellite
Services

Telesis opposes the COMSAT proposal to use the common

carrier bands for Mobile Satellite Services ( lt MSS It
). COMSAT

claims that MSS can share this spectrum with the existing

common carrier users (COMSAT Comments at 18), but Telesis

agrees with GTE that the feasibility of this type of sharing

has not been proven. (GTE Comments at 25) Several parties

(for example, AMSC Subsidiary Corporation at 8) present

convincing cases that such sharing is not feasible.

Furthermore, as Ericsson points out, satellite service is not

an efficient use of spectrum. See discussion infra at 8-9.

If, however, the Commission decides to permit some MSS

use of common carrier spectrum, as provided in WARC 92, then

the MSS vendors should be treated like any other new service

provider. Consistent with the Telesis proposal, they should be

required to pay current licensees their costs of moving or

otherwise accommodating the MSS use. One method for doing this

would be to have the satellite provider(s) set up a central

bureau for relocation of common carriers; it might be possible

to move some common carriers to other portions of the common

carrier bands, which would be less costly than other

relocations. In short, satellite vendors should not be

exempted from covering the costs incurred by current users who

must relocate.
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B. Use Of Government Spectrum Bands Should Be Studied

Telesis agrees with the suggestion, made by numerous

parties, that the adjacent government bands require further

study. If the government use is predominantly rural, as

several parties state, these bands could be used for relocation

of existing 2 GHz fixed microwave users in urban environments

with little, if any, interference to current government use.

See, for example, the comments of Rose Communications at 16.

Cylink points out that moving current users to the adjacent

government bands would be much less expensive than moving them

to the 4, 6 or 11 GHz bands proposed by the Commission (Cy1ink

Comments at 6).

C. Use Of Bands Below 1 GHz Should Be Considered

Other parties point out that some new Personal

Communications Services could be provided in bands below 1

GHz. Ericsson, for example, suggests that in-building services

could be provided at 940-41 MHz. (Ericsson Comments at 6)

Interstate Natural Gas Association of America ("INGAA")

suggests that two significant blocks of lightly used UHF-TV

spectrum in the range 512-608 MHz and 614-806 MHz could offer

an excellent spectrum home for new technologies. (INGAA

Comments at 3) Telesis agrees that the Commission should

carefully consider all possible locations for the many distinct

PCS proposals.
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III. NEW RULES ARE NEEDED FOR THE 4, 6 AND 11 GHZ BANDS

Telesis supports the need for new rules for the higher

spectrum bands expressed in Alcatel's Petition for Rule Making,

although we have some specific concerns regarding the

suggestions for the common carrier bands; see our Comments in

the Alcatel Rule Making Proceeding, filed July 2, 1992.

Detailed new rules regarding channelization, loading, and other

matters must be promulgated before the current users of the

1850-1990 MHz bands can be required to move to the higher

bands. Telesis believes that Alcatel has raised important

issues. Other parties who discussed the need for changes in

the rules for the higher bands include COMSEARCH at 5-8, CTIA

at 5, GTE at 15-16, Hughes at 1-3, MCI at 2, and the

Telecommunications Industry Association at 1-2.

IV. NEW RULES WILL BE NEEDED ALSO FOR THE 1850-1990 MHZ BANDS

New rules will also be needed for the 1850-1990 MHz

bands before they can be used for new services. The bands must

eventually be partitioned, so that there can be separate

spectrum allotted to such specific uses as "Part 16-1ike"

non-licensed use, data and satellite.

Various commenters have proposed many different

spectrum allocations. Indeed, if all these proposals are added

together, the total far exceeds the amount of spectrum being

considered in these proceedings. For example, several parties

propose an allocation of spectrum for "Part l6-1ike"
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non-licensed services: McCaw (Comments at 22-23), Rolm

(Comments at 9), SpectraLink (Comments at 3-4), Rose

Communications (Comments at 6), and WIN Forum (for "User-PCS,"

Comments at 3). Mr. Rypinski proposes an allocation for high

rate data, and the IEEE Committee suggests an allocation for

wireless LANs. AMSC Subsidiary Corp and COMSAT propose

specific satellite allocations (see discussion above concerning

COMSAT's claim that satellite users can share spectrum with

common carrier users). Interactive Technology, Inc. supports

protected bands for security and life safety uses. Motorola

proposes private PCS system licenses, with partitioning for

both private and public systems (Motorola Comments at 29).

Moreover, some parties have proposed elaborate schemes

for partitioning these bands (see, for example, the proposals

of International Mobile Machines (Comments at 7) and Ericsson

(Comments at 6). Telesis does not believe that enough is known

about the possible uses of these bands or about how much

spectrum would be required for each use to permit a definitive

partitioning scheme at this time. Furthermore, any

partitioning scheme must include a reserve for unanticipated

changes in demand or technology; our proposal that common

carrier bands be held in reserve satisfies that need. Thus,

while new rules about partitioning and other matters will

eventually be needed, we suggest further study is required.

Ericsson makes an interesting suggestion that the

rules should define spectrum efficiency and only award licenses
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to those that reached a certain level of efficiency. (Ericsson

Comments at 3-4) For example, Ericsson states that satellite

systems are inherently much less efficient than other proposed

new service uses, and therefore should not be awarded a large

amount of spectrum. We agree with both of Ericsson's points.

The inherent characteristics of satellite service makes it much

less efficient in its use of spectrum. The Commission should

take spectrum efficiency into account in awarding PCS licenses.

In fact, the Telesis transition plan rewards spectrum

efficiency by encouraging spectrum sharing, as discussed

below. Since the new service provider must pay the costs of

existing users to accommodate the new use, the new provider is

given an incentive to make full use of empty spectrum, and to

take advantage of sharing techniques.

V. THE TRANSITION PLAN PROPOSED BY TELESIS SHOULD BE ADOPTED
BECAUSE IT CREATES THE RIGHT ECONOMIC INCENTIVES

We will show in this section how the Telesis

transition plan best meets the objections of various commenters

to the Commission's proposed plan.

A. The Telesis Plan Covers The Entire Cost Of
Accommodating The New User

Under the Telesis proposal, a new service provider

would be required to present a plan to the current user

describing any changes to be made in that user's system,

ranging from re-engineering or facilities changes to relocation

in other bands. When the parties had agreed to the plan, the
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new service provider would pay all costs involved. However,

the new service provider would only have to replicate the

current user's present system. The current user would not be

entitled to new features, such as a digital system instead of

an analog one, or any other upgrade, unless the extra cost was

paid. Thus, there would be no windfalls to current users.

(Possibly, systems improvements could be offered to health and

safety providers, such as local government agencies, in

recognition of their important role.)

We believe that our proposal best serves the public

interest, because the vital services provided by current users

are fully protected. Any plan that would not cover the costs

for current users is not in the public interest, because it

would not protect these vital services. The important services

provided to the public by these current users have been

well-documented in their filings.

It is important that all costs be covered, so that all

current users will be made whole. Caps on payment, as

suggested by Rochester Telephone Company at 2-3, would not be

in the public interest. Some current users will be very

expensive to move, because of long path lengths, environmental

concerns, need for new repeaters, engineering costs, etc. It

would not be good public pOlicy to put an artificial cap on

payment which might deprive these current users of full cost

coverage, simply because they had long path lengths or other

characteristics making relocation expensive.
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Many note, as Telesis did, that the Commission's

estimate of the cost to relocate is far too low, primarily

because it did not include substantial costs such as additional

equipment, additional sites, engineering, and compliance with

regulations. See, for example, the Comments of Centel at

17-21, CTIA at 4, GTE at 17-18, INGAA at 7-8, and Union

Telephone Co. Only Tel/Logic stated that the Commission's

estimate was high (Tel/Logic Comments at 3-4), and Tel/Logic is

not a current user. We submit that current users, facing these

costs under the Commission proposal, have made a more complete

and careful examination of these costs than Tel/Logic.

The beauty of the Telesis plan is that it leaves the

cost question up to the parties most directly involved, the new

service provider and the current users. The Telesis plan gives

the new service provider every incentive to seek the least

expensive way to offer the new service, whether by sharing

spectrum, by helping the current users to modify their current

use and facilities, or by moving them to different spectrum.

The parties are required to negotiate the cost issues in good

faith, with disputes submitted to binding arbitration. The

Commission need not become involved in these issues.

B. The Telesis Plan Protects The Interests Of Those With
Extended Links In Rural Areas

Many rural fixed point-to-point users are very

concerned about being forced to move when new services may

never be offered in their areas. They point out that they
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provide vital services (for example, gas pipeline monitoring;

rural telecommunications; electric system monitoring and

control) and that there are significant reasons why the higher

frequency bands and fiber optic cables are not appropriate

substitutes for their current facilities. In addition, they

note that demand for the new services is unknown and is

unlikely to be great in rural areas. See, for example, the

comments of GTE at 13-14; USTA at 5; Cylink at 5. These points

are well-taken. Indeed, Telesis's subsidiaries, Pacific Bell

and Nevada Bell, share these concerns, because they operate key

microwave links in remote portions of California and Nevada

that would be difficult, if not impossible, to relocate.

Under the Telesis plan, these rural microwave users

would be fully protected. They would not have to move or make

any changes in their facilities until a reasonable plan was

offered and their expenses were paid. This would insure that

rural users would not have to move prematurely. The new

service provider would have a financial incentive (especially

in view of the high cost of moving these lengthy paths) not to

require the current users to move until no other solution could

be found, and until the demand for the new services justified

the expenditure.

C. The Telesis Plan Encourages Cost-Effective Behavior

Under the Telesis plan, sharing and other inexpensive

methods of accommodation are encouraged. One particular cost­

effective method of accommodating new services was suggested in
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several comments: aggregation of current users in one portion

of the band. This would be far less expensive than moving them

to the higher bands; the changes in equipment and engineering

that would be required would be minor. See the Comments of

USTA at 5 and GTE at 14. A similar point was made by Cylink

when it noted that the adjacent government spectrum should be

used for current users, since moving to this band would be less

costly (Cylink comments at 6). When demand increases and more

clear spectrum is needed, the current users would then be

relocated--not before. By requiring new service providers to

cover the costs of moving, incentives are provided to this and

other cost-effective solutions to the need for spectrum.

Under the Telesis plan, in any given license area, the

clearest spectrum will be the cheapest to use for a new system

and will be used first. Under other proposals, the new service

provider will have no incentive to use the less crowded

spectrum first, since the new provider will not bear the cost

of clearing the spectrum (once the deadline to lose co-primary

status has passed).

Some have proposed that the shortest paths be moved

first. (For example, see Rolm Comments at 17.) Again, the

Telesis proposal encourages this result, since the shortest

paths will be the least costly to convert to higher frequencies

or fiber optic cable.

Centerior proposed that remuneration be based on

conversion to fiber optic cable, because of its reliability.
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<Centerior Comments at 5) Telesis opposes this suggestion.

Fiber optic should only be selected where it is economic to do

so. In urban areas, for short paths, such a conversion might

well be the least costly choice. However, this will certainly

not be the case for the longer paths used in rural areas, and

many spread-out urbanized areas as well. Moreover,

environmental concerns preclude the use of fiber optic cable in

many areas. The Telesis plan provides incentives to select the

most cost-effective relocation plan.

In contrast to the Telesis plan, any fixed schedule

for movement, without requiring that costs be paid, creates the

wrong incentives. Current users may have to move even if there

is no demand for new services in their area; everyone has to

move even if only part of the spectrum is needed. The true

costs of clearing the spectrum are avoided just by waiting,

which is a windfall to the new provider. There is no

incentive, after the deadline has passed, to use the emptier

spectrum first, or to aggregate current users, or use sharing

techniques.

D. The Telesis Plan Minimizes Speculation

The Telesis plan discourages spectrum speculation,

because those obtaining licenses will have to accommodate or

relocate existing users. They will not obtain a valuable

resource without bearing any of the costs of making that

resource available. Any plan that does not cover the costs for

current users encourages speculation, because it provides an
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unfair windfall to the new service provider; the new service

provider would obtain clear spectrum without paying the true

costs of clearing the spectrum. Speculators will be encouraged

to seek licenses, because for a minimal payment they may obtain

a valuable asset.

Other parties have made other good suggestions for

discouraging speculation. For example, BellSouth and AT&T

suggest that new service providers be required to build an

operating system in a given time period (BellSouth at 7; AT&T

at 8). Telesis supports these proposals, which are not

inconsistent with its transition plan.

VI. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated, the Telesis transition plan

best protects the interests of current users and new service

providers, gives the appropriate economic incentives, and
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discourages speculation. The Commission should adopt the

Telesis proposed transition plan.

Respectfully submitted,

PACIFIC TELESIS GROUP

130 Kearny Street, Room 3659
San Francisco, CA 94108
(415) 394-3550

JAMES L. WURTZ

1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
4th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20004
(202) 383-6472

Its Attorneys

Date: July 6, 1992

-16-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Cathy Jo Henderson, hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Reply Comments
of Pacific Telesis Group was mailed first-class United States mail, postage prepaid,
this 6th day of July, 1992 to the parties listed on the attached service list.



G. Patrick Flowers
Enron Interstate Pipelines
P.O. Box 1188
Houston, Tx 77251-1188

James F. Rogers
Latham & Watkins
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Suite 1300
Washington, DC 20005-2404

Carole C. Harris
Keller and Heckman
1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, DC 20001

Arthur K. Neill
Utility Services
40 East Broadway
Butte, MN 59701

Francine J. Berry
AT&T
295 North Maple Avenue
Room 3224J1
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Donald L. Schilling
SCS Mobilecom, Inc.
85 Old Shore Rd., Suite 200
Port Washington, NY 11050

Jeffrey L. Sheldon
Utilities Telecommunications Council
1140 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Suite 1140
Washington, DC 20036

Arthur Blooston
Blooston, Mordkofsky, Jackson &
Dickens
2120 L Sreet, N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20037

Andrew D. Lipman
Swidler & Berlin
3000 K Street, N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007-3851

George Y. Wheeler
Koteen & Naftalin
1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

James F. Lovette
Apple Computer, Inc.
20525 Mariani Avenue, M.S. 76-2H
Cupertino, CA 95014

Phyllis E. Hartsock
NTIA
U.S. Department of Commerce
Room 4713
14th & Constitution Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20230

Jonathan D. Blake
Covington & Burling
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Post Office Box 7566
Washington, DC 20044

Wayne B. Black
Keller and Heckman
1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, DC 20001

Thomas J. Keller
Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard, McPherson
and Hand
90115th Street, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20005

Thomas J. Casey
Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom
1440 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

Thomas J. Keller
Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard, McPherson
and Hand
90115th Street, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20005

Stephen Ruud
Public Utilities Commission of the State
of Colorado
Logan Tower, OL-2
1580 Logan St.
Denver, CO 80203

Tom W. Davidson
Akin, Gump, Hauer & Feld
1333 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036



Raymond G. Bender, Jr.
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson
1255 Twenty-third St., N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

Charles F. Wright
Centel Corporation
8725 Higgins Road
Chicago, IL 60631

Gregory M. Schmidt
Covington & Burling
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Post Office Box 7566
Washington, DC 20044

Jan J. Sagett
Edison Electric Institute
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004-5616

John D. Lane
Wilkes, Artic, Hedrick & Lane
1666 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Randolph J. May
Sutherland, Asbell & Brennan
1275 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

James A. Vann, Jr.
Alabama Electric Cooperative, Inc.
P.O. Box 550
Andalusia, AL 36420

Brice L. Clark
Hewlett-Packard Company
800 Foothills Blvd.
Roseville, CA 95678

George Y. Wheeler
Koteen & Naftalin
1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

James D. Ellis
Southwestern Bell
One Bell Center
Room 3524
St. Louis, MO 63101-3099

Howard Oringer
Telesciences, Inc.
600 Montgomery St.
San Francisco, CA 94111

Thomas A. Stroup
Telocator
1019 19th Street, N.W., Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036

Mark R. Hamilton
McCaw Cellular Communications, Inc.
1250 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Suite 401
Washington, DC 20036

Michael D. Kennedy
Motorola, Inc.
1350 I Street
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005

Leonard Robert Raish
Fletcher, Heald & Hildreth
1225 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036

Shirley S. Fujimoto
Keller and Hackman
1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, DC 20001

Dale V. Fetchenhier
Public Service Company of Colorado
1225 17th Street, N.W., Suite 600
Denver, CO 80202

George DuBois
10048 NE Campaign Street
Portland, OR 97220-3534

John P. Bankson, Jr.
Hopkins & Sutter
888 16fth St., N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Eric Schimmel
Telecommunications Industry
Association
Mobile Communications Division
2001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20006



Williams Natural Gas Company
Post Office Box 3288
Tulsa, OK 74102

Lawrence A. Gollomp
Office of the General Council
United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
DOE Mil Stop GC-33, Room 6D--33
Washington, DC 20585

Ralph C. Burke
Jefferson Electric Membership
Corporation
P.O. Box 312
Louisville, GA 30434

Michael D. Weiblen
Medina Electric Cooperative, Inc.
2308 18th Street
P.O. Box 370
Hondo, TX 78861

Thomas E. Stephens
Public Service Commission of Nevada
727 Fairview Drive
Carson City, NY 89710

Don O. Tellis
Arizona Public Service Company
P.O. Box 53999
Phoenix, AZ 85072-3999

Steven Sivitz
ROLM
4900 Old Ironsides Dr.
Santa Clara, CA 95052-8075

Harry D. Mattison
Central and South West, Inc.
1616 Woodall Rodgers Fwy
Dallas, TX 75202

Paul J. Sinderbrand
Keck, Mahin & Cate
1201 New York Avenue, N.W.
Penthouse
Washington, DC 20005-3919

Coleman Conrad
The City of San Diego
City Administration Building
202 C Street
San Diego, CA 92101

Pamela L. Gist
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
1819 H Street, N.W.
Seventh Floor
Washington, DC 20006

George F. Bailey
County of San Diego
County Administration Center
1600 Pacific Highway
Room 335
San Diego, CA 92101

Richard M. Stokes
Atlantic Electric
1199 Black Horse Pike
Pleasantville, NJ 08232

Eva Lerner-Lam
The Palisades Group
85 Palmer Avenue
Trenton, NJ 07670

L. L. Hallman
Arizona Department of Public Safley
2102 West Encanto Blvd.
P.O. Box 6638
Phoenix, AZ 85005-6638

Sam R. Jones
Electric Utility Department
721 Barton Springs Road
Austin, TX 78704

Tel/Logic Inc.
51 Shore Drive
Plandome, NY 11030

Stephen A. Hilldebrandt
Westinghouse Broadcasting Company,
Inc.
400 North Capito Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20001-1511

Richard H. Bremer
Southwestern Electric Power Company
428 Travix St.
Shreveport, LA 71101

Lisa M. Zaina
OPASTCO
2000 K Street, N.W.
Suite 205
Washington, DC 20006



Robert J. Miller
Gardere & Wynne, L.L.P.
1601 Elm Street
Suite 3000
Dallas, TX 75201

American Public Power Association
2301 M Street, N.W.
Suite 300
Washingon, DC 20037

Jerome K. Blask
Gurman, Kurtis, Blask & Freedman
1400 16th Street, N.W.
Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036

Henry L. Baumann
National Association of Broadcasters
1771 N Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Bruce Collins
Cable-Satellite Public Mfairs Network
400 North Capital, N.W.
Washington, DC 20001

L. Christian Hauck
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation
Post Office Box 980
Hays, KS 67601

Bob Berfland
Nationa Rural Electric Cooperative
Association
1800 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036-1883

Jerome K. Blask
Gurman, Kurtis, Blask & Freedman
1400 16th Street, N.W.
Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036

William K. Drummand
Public Power Council
500 N.E. Multnomah
Suite 729
Portland, OR 97232

Douglas Smith
Omnipoint Corporation
7150 Campus Drive
Colorado Springs, CO 80920

M. J. Macdonald
Seattle City Light
1015 Third Avenue
Seattle, WA 98104

Paul Taft
Texas Wired Music
4808 San Felipe Road
Houston, TX 77056

Bruce D. Jacobs
Fisher, Wayland, Cooper & Leader
1255 23rd Street, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20037

Wayne V. Black
Keller and Heckman
1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, DC 20001

J. Laurent Scharff
Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
1200 18th Street, N.W
Washington, DC 20036

Thomas Gutierrez
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
1819 H Street, N.W.
7th Floor
Washington, DC 20006

A. Laurence Ralph
Central Maine Power Company
Edison Drive
Augusta, ME 04336

Bruce D. Jacobs
Fisher, Wayland, Cooper & Leader
1255 23rd Street, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20037

Thomas Guiterrez
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Guitierrez
1819 H Street, N.W.
7th Floor
Washington, DC 20006

Thomas Guiterrez
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Guitierrez
1819 H Street, N.W.
7th Floor
Washington, DC 20006


